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Remarks 

Claims 1-42 are pending in the application. Claims 1-42 were rejected. Claims 1 , 
4, 12, 13, 17, 19, 24, 27, 28, 35, 38, and 39 are ameh<fejl Claims 43 and 44 are added. 
Claims 1 -44 are now pending. Claims 1 J 24, 3 8, 3% arid 40 are the independent claims. 
Reconsideration of the amended application is respecrailly requested. 

The examiner rejected claims 4, J2, 13,17, 19- :|27, 28, and 35 under 35 USC §112 
as being indefinite due to certain noted informalities; fthe claims are amended to correct 
the informalities related to the recitation 6f the termi ?tod/or", "preferably roughly 48 
hours", and "such as". 

Regarding recitation of the term "licensed" it ti respectfully submitted that the 
term is not indefinite as used in claims 12, 13 , and 28; the purpose of the definiteness 
requirement of 35 USC § 1 12 is to ensureithat the mptti and bounds of the claims are set 
forth so that third parties can determine with confid^hcfe whether they are infringing the 
claims. In the present case, the claim element is a substance that is licensed, that is, is 
approved for sale and use. As the examiner pointed ^, licensing requirements are 
subject to change. However, at any give* time that infifingement is evaluated, a 
substance is either licensed or it isn't For example; c&jiiA 1 2 recites including, in a set of 
travel treatment plans, all licensed insulii therapeutic! ! Presumably, a list of such 
therapeutics is available, and whether the; licensing t^irements change or not, the status 



as a licensed product is determinable and: 



be known, and not Ihe licensing requirements themselves. The licensing authority and 



therefore definite. It is this status that needs to 
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not the user will be making the licensing deterrainati^;ithe user will merely include 
items that are known to be licensed. 

For the reasons noted above, it is requested that the rejections under 35 USC § 
112 be withdrawn. 

The examiner rejected claims I -22, 24-35, and 3(8-40 under 35 USC § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kehr et al. v in view of Korpi et fcl, and further in view of 
Schwibinger. 

Independent claim 1 recites a method executable! on a computer system for 
producing an adapted travel treatment plait for administering a medicine in the event of a 
long-haul journey. According to the claimed method, a regular treatment plan for 
administering the medicine is recorded, lie point of dfeiiarture and destination as well as 
the time of travel of the long-haul journeyiare also refedriled. The time zone difference 
between the point of departure and destination are determined, and an adapted travel 
treatment plan is produced based on the regular treatment plan depending on the time 
zone difference and the time of travel. 

In contrast* Kehr et al. describe a system for mattoging the administration of 

i ;:.<:i 

medication and medical treatment regimens. The Systran includes a device that stores 
medication schedule data, treatment data, patient quer# #ata, and patient response data. 
Kehr et al. are concerned with the treatment of the patient and regulation of a treatment 
regimen based on patient feedback and interaction, but do not disclose or suggest 
recordation of a point of departure and destination for the patient, or of a time zone 
difference. In fact, Kehr et al do not mention any cOT^ideration of a long-haul journey 
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for the patient, or of issues involving treatment of a patient who is undertaking a journey 
of any type. No mention is made at all of a trip or jourr^y, or of any travel on the part of 
the patient. It is fair to assert that Kehr et ;al. do not di^lose or suggest an adapted travel 
treatment plan, or any need for an adapted travel tresitJSi^nt plan. 

Korpi et al. disclose a system for tracking timej^one changes in communications 
devices. According to the disclosed systcin, a portable! processing device, such as a 
laptop computer, includes a time-of-day ciock that ia (ij^iamically adjusted based upon 
occurrences of travel among different time zones. The system can include a calendar of 
events that is updated when time zones are crossed. However, Korpi et al. only discuss 
the updating of devices, and do not disclose or suggest ^ny applications for their system 
that relate to the administering of a medicine. 

Thus, no motivation is provided ia either reffer^ce that would lead one of skill in 
the art to combine the teachings of the two references.; {To establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness as asserted by the examiner, ithere mustbelsome suggestion or motivation, 
either in the references themselves or in die knowledgejgenerally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference according to the teachings of the 
secondary reference. MPEP2143. In the present casej Kehr etal. do not disclose or • 
suggest the possibility of a journey for the patient, and therefore provide absolutely no 
motivation to for tracking time zone changes for the disclosed device. Kehr et al. provide 
not even a hint that providing time zone Updates ontHflj device would be desirable or 
necessary. Also, as noted above, Korpi et al. do not disclose or suggest any applications 
for their system that relate to the administering of aim^dicine. The necessary motivation 
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is not provided, and therefore combination of the tea^Mi&gS of these references in an 
effort to provide the claimed invention would be impltiEjer as impermissibly using 
hindsight. 

As acknowledged by the examiner* Korpi et not discJose an adapted travel 
plan that includes treatment, as recited in claim 1 . Ttik examiner cited Schwibinger as 
disclosing as disclosing this feature. However, SchvriMiger describes a time-display 
device that is used to minimize the eflfects of jet lag* ; 13ms, the treatment described by 
Schwibinger is intended to treat the effects of the trav^itself Tn contrast, claim 1 recites 
recording a regular treatment plan, and producing aiia&pted travel treatment plan based 
on the regular treatment plan based on travel parameter! Schwibinger does not even 
suggest this claimed feature, because a user would nbt Kave a regular treatment plan for 
jetlag; one would only administer treatment for jetlag specifically for one who is 

traveling. ; | 

Further, the teachings of Schwibinger are not salable for combination witli the 
teachings of Korpi et al. Korpi et al. teach a mobileide^ice that has a clock which is 
updated automatically to account for a change in tiirie ^zbnes. Schwibinger teaches a 
device that presents the correct time to a user only ait # very beginning and end of a trip. 
During the trip itself, the clock gradually Adjusts froim^e departure time zone time to the 
destination time zone time by speeding up or slowing idjown the time display, as 
appropriate, in linear fashion, thereby presenting the incorrect time to the user for the vast 
majority of the trip. This is incompatible with the tarings of Korpi et al., who are 
concerned with maintaining the correct time on the mq^ile device. At least some 
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evidence of a reasonable expectation of success of tlie;ck>mbination is needed to support a 
conclusion of obviousness. InreRineharU 531 F.2d 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 1976). 
Because these references teach away from each other, M is submitted that it would be 
improper to combine the teachings of the$e reference^ particularly when the displayed 
time is the specific subject matter applied in the combination. 

For at least the reasons noted abdve, it is submitted that no combination of the 
teachings of the three cited references cotild render obvious the invention recited in claim 
1. Claims 2-22 depend from claim 1, and therefore also are not obvious in view of the 
cited references, both for the reasons noted above, as W&l as because of the additional 
features recited therein. For example, claim 2 recites that a set of travel treatment plans 
are drawn up depending on a non-application period between a last application according 
to the regular treatment plan, taking the lobal time at the! point of departure of the long- 
haul journey as a basis, and the next application according to the regular plan, taking the 
local time at the destination as a basis, which is not disclosed or suggested in any of the 
references. The rejection of claims 1-22, therefore, sbbtild be withdrawn. 

Claim 24 recites a device for producing an adapted travel treatment plan for 
administering a medicine in the event of a ;long-haul jouhiey. The device includes a 
device for recording an regular treatment plan for adrnkristering the medicine, a device 
for producing a set of travel treatment plaiis based on th€> regular treatment plan for 
various time zone differences and times of time zone changeover, a storage device for 
storing the set of adapted travel treatment plans, a device for recording the point of 
departure and destination of the long-haul journey, a dfeVjice for determining the time zone 
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difference, a selection device for selecting one of the stored travel treatment plans 
depending on the time zone difference and the time of t≠zotie changeover, and an 
output device for outputting the selected treatment pljan, j 

In contrast, Kehr et al. describe a system for managing the administration of 
medication and medical treatment regimens. The system includes a device that stores 
medication schedule data, treatment data, patient query data, and patient response data. 
Kehr et al* are concerned with the treatment of the patient and regulation of a treatment 
regimen based on patient feedback and interaction, but do hot disclose or suggest a 
device for producing a set of travel treatment plans bassiJ oh the regular treatment plan 
for various time zone differences and times of time zbn£ changeover, a device for 
recording the point of departure and destination of a lo^hmil journey, a device for 
determining the time zone difference, or a selection deyice for selecting one of the stored 
travel treatment plans depending on the time zone difference and the time of time zone 
changeover. In fad, Kehr et al. do not mention any consideration of a long-haul journey 
for the patient, or of issues involving treatment of a patient who is undertaking a journey 
of any type. No mention is made at all of a trip or jounijsy/or of any travel on the part of 
the patient. It is fair to assert that Kehr et al. do not disclose or suggest an adapted travel 
treatment plan, or any need for an adapted travel treatment plan. 

Korpi et al. disclose a system for tracking time zone changes in communications 
devices. According to the disclosed system, a portable processing device, such as a 
laptop computer, includes a time-of-day clock that is dynamically adjusted based upon 
occurrences of travel among different timfc zones. The; System can include a calendar of 
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events that is updated when time zones are crossed, However, Korpi et al. only discuss 
the updating of devices, and do not disclose or suggest My applications lor their system 
that relate to the administering of a medicine. 

Thus, no motivation is provided hi either reference that would lead one of skill in 
the art to combine the teachings of the two references.: jTo establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness as asserted by the exanriner,jthere rnust be jsome suggestion or motivation, 
either in the references themselves or in the knowMgejgenerally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference according to the teachings of the 
secondary reference. MPEP2143. In the present case jKehr et al. do not disclose or 
suggest the possibility of a journey for the patient, and therefore provide absolutely no 
motivation to for tracking time zone changes for the diiclosed device. Kehr et al. provide 
not even a hint that providing time zone Updates on thief device would be desirable or 
necessary. Also, as noted above, Korpi k al. do not; disclose or suggest any applications 
for their system that relate to the administering of a monetae. The necessary motivation 
is not provided, and therefore combination of the teachiings of these references in an 
effort to provide the claimed invention would be improper as impermissibly using 

hindsight. :;. ; [\ 

As acknowledged by the examiner, Korpi etajij do not disclose an adapted travel 
plan that includes treatment, as recited in claim 24. The examiner cited Schwibinger as 
disclosing as disclosing this feature. However, Schwibinger describes a time-display 
device that is used to minimize the effects of jet lag^thus, the treatment described by 
Schwibinger is intended to treat the effects of the tra^l itself. In contrast, claim 24 
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recites a device for producing a set of travel treatment: jfilans based on a r egular treatment 
plan. Schwibinger does not even suggest: this claimed: fjeature, because a user would not 
have a regular treatment plan for jetlag; caie would onljir administer treatment for jctlag 
specifically for one who is traveling. 

Further, the teachings of Schwibihger are not sjMi table for combination with the 
teachings of Korpi et al. Korpi et al. teadi a ntobileil^ce that has a clock which is 
updated automatically to account for a change in tiflptf iones. Schwibinger teaches a 
device that presents the correct time to a iiser only at tfije very beginning and end of a trip. 
During the trip itself, the clock gradually:adjusts from: the departure time zone time to the 
destination time zone time by speeding up or slowing down the time display, as 
appropriate, in linear fashion, thereby presenting the infcorrect time to the user for the vast 
majority of the trip. This is incompatible! with the teachings of Korpi et al., who are 
concerned with maintaining the correct time on the mobile device. At least some 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of siuccess of th& Combination is needed to support a 
conclusion of obviousness. In re RinehaK 531 F.2d Mtt, 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 1976). 
Because these references teach away from each other^ ft is submitted that it would be 
improper to combine the teachings of thejse refercnces^ particularly when the displayed 
time is the specific subject matter applied in the combination. 

For at least the reasons noted above, it is siilMitted that no combination of the 

'; *■ .1 .1 

• ' • A 

teachings of the three cited references could render dbfious the invention recited in claim 
24. Claims 25-35 depend from claim 24; and thereifo*e! also arc not obvious in view of 
the cited references, both for the reasons: noted abo*e;£s well as because of the additional 
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features recited therein. For example, claim 25 recitfcsi |hat the device for producing a set 
of travel treatment plans determines a non-appUcatioi* jjeriod from the last application 

• • : 

: :■'":} 

according to the regular treatment plan according to ths starting time zone to the next 
application according to the treatment plan according t6 the destination time zone as an 
ordering parameter for the set of travel treatment plans*! which is not disclosed or 
suggested in any of the references. The rejection of claims 24-35, therefore, should be 
withdrawn. 

Claim 38 recites a computer program product Vath program code for the 
production, on a computer, of an adapted travel treatment plan for administering a 
medicine in the event of a long-haul journey. The cbln$)uter program includes the steps 
of recording of an regular treatment pianfor admini&eijing the medicine, recording of the 
point of departure and destination as well as the timfc df travel of the long-haul journey, 
determining the time zone difference between the pbiM of departure and the destination, 
and producing an adapted travel treatment plan based fljn the tegular treatment plan 
depending on the time zone difference and the time of travel. Claim 39 recites a storage 
medium storing a similar computer program, and claim 40 recites a method for 
administering a medicine, including similar steps. As discussed above, it would be 
improper to combine the teachings of the cited refet«^«> ^ ' m m y such 
combination would fail to teach producing an adapted travel treatment plan based on a 
regular treatment plan depending on a time zone diffeattnee and a time of travel. Thus, 
the cited references do not render obvious the invention as recited in claims 38-40, and 
the rejection of those claims should be withdrawn. 
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The examiner rejected claims 23, 36, 37, 41,;an4 42 under 35 USC §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kehr et aU i*» v ^w of Korpi etjaL, and further in view of 

'■ ': 

: ■ • : s 

Schwibinger, and further in view of KehriTI. 

• ■ '! 

: ■■■ .: '* 

Claim 23 depends from claim 1 ; claims 36 arid; f 7 from claim 24; and claims 41 
and 42 from claim 40. As noted above, it would be frriffroper to combine the teachings of 

.. : 

: :'...:] 

the first three cited references, and in any case any suefcj combination would fail to teach 
al of the features of claims 1 , 24, and 40* j Kehr II discloses an Internet-enabled patient 
monitoring system. In paragraph 120, Kehr II disclciseii tliat patients can be grouped 
according to any of a number of characteristics, inciting hormone levels or gender, or 
by the type of pathologically-infected system, such as^tfeproductive system or endocrine 
system. However, Kehr II does not disclose or suggesitia travel treatment plan produced 
for a contraceptive, as recited in claim 23; an appaiattisf for measuring the blood sugar 
values of a user, as recited in claim 36; ah apparatus &k the continuous measurement of 
the sugar concentration of a user, as recitjed in claim 33; a method for administering 
insulin preparations, as recited in claim 41 ; or a method for administering contraceptives, 
as recited in claim 42. Organization of patients in groupings based on characteristics 
does not imply or in any way suggest any of these cl&iibed features. 

Even if Kehr II were to disclose these feature^ jthe Kehr II disclosure does not 
overcome the deficiencies noted in the cOmbinatioilo^the other three cited references. 
The Kehr TI reference does not render prbper the coit4aiiation of those combined 
teachings, nor does it provide elements missing froni those references. 
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For at least the reasons noted abcive, it is submitted that no combination of the 
teachings of the four cited references could render obvious the invention recited in claims 
23, 26, 37, 41, and 42. The rejection of these claims, therefore, should be withdrawn. 

Based on the foregoing, it is submitted that ail objections and rejections have been 
overcome. It is therefore requested that the Amendment be entered, the claims allowed, 



and the case passed to issue. 



November 14, 2006 
Date 



TMCrhlp 



Respectfully submitted, 

Thomas M. Champagne 
SRe&stiation No. 36,478 
IP Strategies 
12 ^ Wall Street 
Suttel 

AsheviUe, North Carolina 28801 

82^.253.8600 

828.253.8620 fax 
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